reminiscences by ten early Language in Society authors, now prominent sociolinguists (Johnstone 2010) , and a reprinting of Hymes' own field--defining introduction to the first issue of the journal (Hymes 1972a) . Themes across these chronicles of a scholarly life are Hymes' visionary foresight, his formidable intellectual capacity and ample intellectual generosity, his vigorous and iconic interdisciplinarity, his voluminous and intense correspondence with colleagues and students, and his deeply ethical commitment to addressing real and critical problems of language in society. Important to these scholarsand equally so to me and the authors herein----is to recognize the thorough and deep, historical and contextual grounding of Hymes' ideas and writings on the one hand, and on the other, the profound and pervasive, though often unacknowledged or implicit, influence his ideas and writings have had and continue to have on contemporary work in anthropology, folklore, linguistics, sociolinguistics -and education.
Hymes' enormous oeuvre encompasses many major scholarly volumes, both edited field--defining collections (Hymes 1964 (Hymes , 1969 (Hymes , 1971 Cazden, John & Hymes 1972; Gumperz & Hymes 1964 , 1972 and the five collections of his own reprinted works (1974, 1980b, 1981b, 1996a, 2003) ; all this in addition to his hundreds, nigh on a thousand, published, reprinted, and translated articles, book chapters and reviews, and his twenty--one year founding editorship of Language in Society (1972--1992) , aptly described by Silverstein as 'a virtual seminar in which his contributing authors spoke to and through him to their readership' (Silverstein 2010: 937) . Hymes' thinking shaped and was shaped by the emergence of sociolinguistics in the U.S., an efflorescence that also included Labov's variationism, Fishman's and Ferguson's sociology of language, and Gumperz' and Goffman's Legend goes that at his first meeting with the Penn Graduate School of Education faculty in spring 1975 before his appointment as dean, Hymes announced his intention to develop two academic emphases under his deanship, namely educational linguistics and the ethnography of education. In the ensuing years, primarily through the inauguration and evolution of academic programs in Educational Linguistics and in Education, Culture, and Society, as well as the founding of the interdisciplinary Center for Urban Ethnography and the annual Ethnography in Education Research Forum, there emerged at GSE "an environment favorable to interests in language and anthropology/ethnography, involving a variety of people, some there only for a while" (Hymes, personal communication, 26 October 1998; see also Hornberger 2001) .
By the time I became Hymes's junior colleague in 1985 toward the end of his tenure as dean, ethnography and linguistics had taken firm root at GSE in scholarly, programmatic, and advocacy--oriented endeavors that continue to the present. Not least among Penn GSE's activities in anthropology and education have been the Anthropology and Education Quarterly editorial terms of Frederick Erickson (1986 Erickson ( --1988 and currently Nancy
Hornberger (2009--2013) in Barbados and Jamaica, they exemplify the three--step ethnographic monitoring process in a description and analysis of one Barbadian child's narrative about Independence Day, arguing from this case (and from Hymes' work) that "ethnographic monitoring is the basis for analyzing voice in educational discourse: voice as an opportunity for learners and as a target for education, but also as an obstacle and constraint for many individuals and groups." As Blommaert has written elsewhere, ethnography as Hymes understands and writes about it is far from the all--too--commonly encountered and "absurdly reductionist" equation with field work, participant observation, narrative description, or even more simplistically with interview. Hymes belongs instead to an anthropological tradition in which ethnography is understood as a descriptive theory, an "approach that [is] theoretical because it [provides] description in specific, methodologically and epistemologically grounded ways" (Blommaert 2009: 262) . Further, Hymes calls for an ethnological orientation to complement ethnographic description. He proposes that an emphasis on ethnological analysis that is comparative across space, cumulative across time, and cooperative between analyst and practitioner, would serve ethnographers, schooling, and constructive change well (Hymes 1980b: 119-125) .
Teresa McCarty, James Collins, and Rodney Hopson, in Dell Hymes and the new language policy studies -update from an underdeveloped country, pick up the theme of a "concrete, yet comparative, cumulative, yet critical" social study of language (Hymes 1996a: 63) , offering a tour de force essay on the new language policy studies, instantiated in cases from Native American language education in the southwestern U.S., schooling for Korean and Mexican migrant students in upstate New York, and schooling decisions and applications of English--only language policy in pre--and post--apartheid Namibia, southern Africa. They frame their Language planning is a subject that is sometimes associated with the sociology of language, rather than with sociolinguistics. In other words, it is sometimes thought of as concerned with the "macro--sociological" sphere, the level of government, politics and policy, and the like, and not with the "micro--sociological" sphere, the level of face--to--face interaction. The ethnography of speaking is sometimes associated primarily with this latter sphere.
One of the major concerns of social theory at the present time is the relationship between these two spheres and ways in which they can be integrated. Discuss how the ethnography of speaking might contribute to the integration of these two levels in regard to problems of language planning.
Cite and evaluate studies which have sought to do this.
This question, which remains in the active repertoire of questions given to our students today, poses a role for ethnography in language policy and formulates an agenda for research that was well ahead of its time but which has gathered increasing momentum in recent years (Canagarajah 2005; Freeman 1998; Hornberger 1988 Hornberger , 1996 Hornberger and Johnson 2007; McCarty 2011; Ramanathan 2005; Ramanathan and Morgan 2007) . Picking up this thread, McCarty, Collins, and Hopson here make an eloquent case for a Hymesian critical ethnographic language policy studies, an approach that constitutes a "significant step forward in unseating the linguistic inequities about which Hymes wrote so prolifically throughout his life."
Likewise revisiting an early Hymesian proposal, Courtney Cazden, in Dell Hymes' construct of 'communicative competence,' provides a historical context for Hymes' formulation of the notion of communicative competence (Hymes 1972b) , suggesting that his ideas were a response not only to the theoretical notion of a Chomskyan ideal linguistic competence, but also -importantly for AEQ readers and the anthropology of education -to the Civil Rights era climate of educational policy concern around the language of educationally disadvantaged children. Cazden goes on to muse on two dimensions of communicative competence, individual capability vs. systemic potential, and appropriateness. She reminds us that Hymes believed that "material conditions for language socialization can be so impoverished that the monolingual or bilingual development of individual communicative competence may be constrained," that individual capability in a language and systemic potential of the language are not one and the same thing; and she highlights the difference between individual repertoire and community reservoir as a way to distinguish these, arguing (perhaps controversially) that deficit and difference are better understood as complementary rather than oppositional terms. On appropriateness: Cazden emphatically corrects the all--too--common misinterpretation of appropriateness as "only the ability to respond in a pre--existing context." She points out that, on the contrary, Hymes "affirms the importance of human ability to create contexts through language" and she closes with the stirring example of Seal's daughter's "breakthrough into performance" (Hymes 1981b Heath argues that though she and others were even then persuaded that the structures and institutions of formal schooling were inimical both to the work of anthropologists and to any sort of fundamental change, Hymes was and remained passionate about the role of anthropologists in moving social justice along in public school contexts and his influence was such that most anthropologists of education trained in those years took schools and classrooms as their primary fieldsites. Documenting the intensity of Hymes' 'new passion' to bring ethnography to education in public schools, Heath recounts and reflects on his recruiting her to GSE's faculty early in his deanship on the basis of her training in linguistics and anthropology and her work in the Civil Rights Movement in Mississippi and as teacher and preacher in Black schools and churches of South Carolina; his tireless initiatives involving her and other faculty colleagues in tutoring programs in the basement of GSE, short--term focused master's degree programs for teachers, and teaching classes on site at Philadelphia schools, among other outreach efforts to the public schools; their joint launching of the annual Ethnography in Education
Research Forum that continues to the present day; and his conviction and enactment of the generativity of theories and methods of disciplines beyond anthropology, linguistics, and education, through his recruitment of a multi--disciplinary faculty and insistence that GSE students take most of their courses outside GSE. Reflecting also on fallibilities of Hymes'
'new love', Heath closes by drawing from the example of his 'long love' for Native American ethnopoetics to highlight "the staying power of the comprehensiveness that comes in the long loves of one's academic life." She admonishes ethnographers of education to take care, as Hymes did, to know the history of our field and to sustain strong interest in disciplines beyond our own, lest we "know only so far" (Hymes 2003) . Language inequality is an enduring theme of Hymes's work (1980c Hymes's work ( , 1996a and his vision of the role of language in achieving -and denying -social justice in and out of schools shines through clearly in all of the essays. I am reminded of his 1991 lecture on "Inequality in language: Taking for granted," delivered at GSE as the first annual Nessa Wolfson Colloquium in honor of his former student and colleague. Hymes reminded listeners of the ways in which, despite the potential equality of all languages, differences in language and language use become a basis for social discrimination and actual inequality. He affirmed that while educational anthropologists and linguists may take these insights for granted after a quarter--century of sociolinguistic and anthropological linguistic scholarship, we nevertheless still have our work cut out in raising critical language awareness in education and society more broadly. In a typically Hymesian phrase: "We must never take for granted that what we take for granted is known to others" (Hymes 1992: 3; revised version in Hymes 1996a). Though Hymes was himself not an ethnographer of schooling, his advocacy for such work, and for ethnography as both democratic and counterhegemonic, was immensely powerful.
He saw ethnography as democratic in that it "entails trust and confidence, … requires some narrative accounting, and … is an extension of a universal form of personal knowledge" (Hymes 1996a: 14) ; and counterhegemonic in that it has the capacity to construct an alternative discourse on social uses of language and social dimensions of meaningful behavior and in that it seeks to describe and explain, rather than reduce and simplify, the messiness and complexity of social activity (Blommaert 2009: 266--268) .
In his writings, and in his leadership of Penn's Graduate School of Education, Hymes proposed not only a vision but a set of ways of doing ethnography in education -from ethnographic monitoring and ethnography of communication to ethnopoetics of oral narrative and ethnography of language policy -that have inspired and informed researchers for a generation and more. Penn GSE's Ethnography in Education Research Forum, now celebrating its 33rd consecutive year, is a concrete instantiation of both the vision and the doing. Ethnography as theory and perspective, as description and analysis of messy and complex social activity, as counterhegemonic and democratic, accessible to expert and novice alike, and its companion ethnology as comparative, cumulative, and cooperative, are visible and annually renewed in the Ethnography Forum. Notably, and with remarkable continuity across its annual convening under a succession of three GSE faculty (David Smith, 1980--85; Frederick Erickson, 1986 --1999 Nancy Hornberger, 2000--present) , the Forum has from its beginnings maintained social justice in education as its core focus, 1969: 7) . Forty years on and more, it is clear that Hymes's scholarship and political advocacy have in no small measure led the way in that task -with a social justice impact reaching beyond anthropology to educational policy and practice and, far more importantly, to the lives and well--being of countless learners and teachers, individuals and communities around the world.
